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* OTAQ staff have done a high level review of the nearly 1,000 page SAFE preamble that
was submitted to OMB for interagency review on January 14
< Much of this preamble was new - we had not previously had an opportunity to review -- thus, we
have not had the time o do a deep dive review |

* OTAQ continues to disagree from a technical standpoint with much of the NHTSA
analysis. Simply, this is not EPA’s analysis ~ EPA is relying upon the assessment
performed by NHTSA. | |

© NHTSA has made many changes to the analysis since the NPRM - in large part as a result of the
limited technical engagement with EPA, an OTAQ's assessment of areas that could improve the
defensibility of the rulemaking, which we conducted in the 15t half of 2019

* There are still many areas where NHTSA chose not to make EPA’S recommended changes {e.g.,
20% rebound) - but we are not revisiting those issues in our review

= We're also discovering new analytical flaws revealed in NHTSA’S new write-up

EPA’s technical work and modeling tools
¢ Factually incorrect statements, denigration of EPA’s past work, and unnecessary conclusions that
NHTSA models are “superior”

* OTAQ's key concerns with the OMB-review preamble are in the misrepresentation of
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Status ot Documents: What we have seen - Preamble

¢ The January 14 submission to OMB was an ~1,000 page preamble
» ~650 pages is new material that OTAQ did not have an opportunity 1o review prior to OMB submission

= There are many Placeholders throughout, including two key sections:

¢ Section VI Impacts of the standards
= We have not seen drait.of the final CO2 modeling resuits, which have evidently changed from the last results NHTSA shared on
Cct. 3, given some values referenced in other sections-of the preamble o

* Section VHIi: Statutory Justification of the Standards :

= EPA’s draft of the EPA Justification of CO2 Standards section was provided to NHTSA on Oct. 31, and revised version shared with !

£PA leadership.on Jan. 10, . . . :

» NHTSA shared draft Justification of CAFE Standards section with OGC leadership on Jan. 13. ARLO provided comments to OGC
senior leadership onlan. 16 after eonsulting with OTAQ. . .

s EPA’s NGV multiplier write-up is also-a placeholder in the Compliance/Flexibilities Section IX.

e OIRA has since sent {Jan. 24) NHTSA's draft additional ~5 pages.of preamble (consumer choice
muodeling) to EPA at same time as interagency reviewers
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Status of r aocuments: What we have not seen
— NHTSA Regs, RIA, and EIS

The Jan. 14 OMB submission did not include the NHTSA or EPA regulations, NHTSA's draft
of the Final RIA, or the NHTSA Final EIS

Regulations

= EPA's draft regulations are complete, including NGV 2X multiplier, and we shared with OAR
leadership on Jan. 22.

« We have not seen the draft NHTSA regs

« Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA)
We have not seen the draft Final RIA

NHTSA Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
¢ We have not seen NHTSA’s draft Final EIS. The sections on air quality impacts, health effects, and,
climate impacts would be most relevant for EPA's review.
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Status of Documents: Response to Comments (RTC)

¢ We recently learned via OGC conversatio ns that NHTSA no longer plans to have a
separate RTC document, contrary to what NHTSA communicated to EPA
leadership this past July-Sept.

* Based on the prior direction, OTAQ staff, with OGC review, spent more than a
morith developing oursections of the RTC — consistent with how EPA traditionally
prepares an RTC document -- and that work is mostly done.

« EPA’s RTC includes comment excerpts and responses to issues including EPA
_ﬁ_mw.m_c__amm.. fuel octane, air conditioning credits, methane/nitrous oxide, and
otnhers.

e OTAQ plans to send the EPA RTC to NHTSA
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= OTAQ has donez high level.review, but the volume of new text angd timeline did not aliow for a deep dive

» 'OTAQ review falls into 3 categories:
1) Material we previously reviewed and provided NHTSA comments: on
2) Material we previously received from NHTSA but had not yet commented on
3) New material EPA had not previously seen (later slides)

Category.1: Matérial we previously reviewed and provided NHTSA comments on

«  Many of our previous comments were not incorperated inthe OMB submission, including several errers which remain uncorrected

. Exampies of errors include Regulatery Alternatives -- the draft doés not finalize 1.5%year CO2 standards, it i5 less stringent; the draft says we
are not changing the off-cycie program, but we are. . i

+  Other examples include technical corrections to sections on social cost-of carbon and various technology inputs.

Category 2: Material we previously received from NHTSA but had not yet'commented en

- EPA review of several sections was still underway when NHTSA submitted the preamble to OMB

«  Examples: Compliance section (which now includes EPA's NGV multiplier text) includes numerous descriptions of EPA's GHG program .
flexibilities that are wiong; technical comments oh VMT methodology and technology effectiveness; OGC legal comments on CAA referencesin
civil penaities section,

« OTAQ's comments for .mmﬂm.mo_.,mm.m & 2 are ready to g0, and could be sent to NHTSA at any time
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Category 3: New material we had not previously seen.

= ~650 pages of text, including detailed responses to comments

« Example new sections include analytical approaches, changes from the NPRM-and 2012 rule, many
technology inputs, simulating economic factors (sales, scrappage), and fatality/safety analysis

* {tis clear that NHTSA’s modeling results have changed since the last set EPA received on
QOctober 3, as the preamble includes different values
~ This means the EPA write-up on the justification of the standards cites well over 100 values which are wrong
and needs to be updated. Note that we do not have the most recent version of the NHTSA model or the
results needed to update the EPA justification section.

» OTAQ’s concerns fall into 3 main areas, detailed on following slides:
* Factually incorrect statements and errors, including false statements about EPA's technical work
= NHTSA-drafted text, in EPA’s voice, .mm:._mmﬁmﬂ_:m_mgw technical work
« NHTSA-drafted text concluding, in EPA’s voice, that EPA has decided the NHTSA models are “superior” to

EPA models
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JTAC, Concerns

® _umhﬁcm__< incorrect statements & errors exa 3__u___mm“
 Incorrect CO2 standards — less than 1.5%/year stringency
= False statements about how EPA’s vehicle simulation models work’
+ False statements about the EPA powertrain benchmarking testing and engine maps
» False statements about Tier 2.and Tier 3 certification fuel

» For each false statement we have identified, EPA can provide technical
citations, including published literature, correcting the factual inaccuracy

° The approach of denigrating EPA’s work is in conflict with the NPRM and
with how EPA senior leadership had communicated its decision to rely on
one set of modeling tools for the rulemaking (see slide 11)
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Exanmiple Problematic Preamble Text

NHTSA’s draft preamble contains false NMTSA un smnmmmmz:\_ concludes, for EPA, that
statements regarding EPA models & EPA has decided that the NHTSA models are
technical work “technically superior” to EPA models

«  “As discussed in'more detoil below, although Autonomie
and ALPHA are Both models that _amdnobﬂ Jullvehicle
ES:E?GS the ALPHA model does not currently have
Autonocmie’s lorge-scole simulation capabilities, and is
unable to perform u fulf pardmetric study of !
effectiveness estimates with every individugl vehicie
technology being investigoted: Again, the use of large-
scale modeling and simulotion minimizes errors by directly
evaluating effectiveness of each téchnology and
combination of techiologiss, THis ALPHA. limitaticn
necessitiates the use of a tel thot'is trained using limjted
ALPHA dita to nBSam opproximate effectiveness volues
for the wide range of technology combinations:”

*  “Given the above; the only remaining argisment for EPA to revert
to its previousfys chmko_cnn_ modeis rather than relying on
Autonomie and the CAFE maodel would bethatthe-former are <o
3%:89.? superfor (o the lutter that Bven model refinements and
fnput changes cannot fead Autonomie and the CAFE model to

_produce appropriate ood reasonable results for COs rulemnaking
analysis. As discussed below, hoving considered a wide range of
technical QSnmwmanmm the agencies find that for this joint CAFE
and tailpipe CO, emissions ridemaking anolysis, the Autonomie.
and the CAFE Baamw provide the best.analytical combination.”

i

The agencies have carefully considered these commaents, refined
various: specific technical aspects of the CAFE model {like the
“effective cost” metric menticred above), and have also updated
inputs to both Autenomie and the CAFE model. Especialiy given
these refinements and updates, EPA maintains thot for o,
rulemaking n:o....ﬁ..n\ Autenamie and the CAFE model are
technically superior to EPA's ALPHA arid OMEGA models,
Therefore, having the discretion to select among available:
methods for conducting rulemaking analysis, and recognizing that
models inform but do not make fegulatory. decisions, EPA has
elected to rely ma_ﬁm_e onthe Autonomie and CAFE models to
produce today’s analysis of ﬁmmcEEQ a:mﬁ:aaqmm for ﬁo
‘standards,”

- “Specifically, when EPA Benchmuarks vehicles like the .
2018 Toyoata Comry, the resulting fuel map captures the
heitefits of many techriologies. associated with that
vehicle, and not just the'engine. This datq can be helpful
when developing controls and validating component
pperations in moteling, but it is ingtcurate to conclude |
the fuel consumption is directly related to specific.enginef
n.mn&aa.qa.n__.mm.u

v “For reference, ALPHA uses'a  fixed shift.map to decide
:nm?ﬁ and downshift events, and Autonomie uses
validated algorithms Qm%ﬁbma. from oe:n:qoﬂ.m»ma test
data that adapts the shifting map to- specific engine and
transmission combinations.to maximize fuel effi iciency
while maintaining drive Q:m...;v




Background on EPA leadership decision to use NHTSA models

s for EPA’s Decision | |

During November 2017 — January 2018, OTAQ gave at least 4 detailed technical briefings and a hands-on.
lab demonstration te former AA Wehrum on EPA's modeling tools and technical work.

In mid-January 2018, the EPA [eadership informed OTAQ that the Administrator decided that we would
use one set of modeling tools for the upcoming rulemaking - the CAFE model.

AA Wehrum communicated that he and the Administrator simply thought it made sense for the two
agencies to work together on a single model for the underlying analysis -- that it was not the “brand
name of the calculator” that is important, but ensuring that the calculator is well designed and that the
calcutator has good input data. | . _

AA Wehrum directed us to work with NHTSA to help ensure that the CAFE model was a good calculator
and had the best available data for making decisions, which is what we thén spent the rest of January —
June 2018 trying to do for the proposal.

Not once did the EPA leadership communicate that they thought the NHTSA mode!, tools, or data was
“superior” to the EPA tools. _

* NPRM language on why agencies chose to use NHTSA models — not “superior”, but rather:

» The agencies have determined that it is “réasonable and appropriate” to use NHTSA models

* EPAinterprets CAA 202(a) as giving the agency broad discretion in how it develops and sets GHG
standards. Nothing in CAA mandates the use of a specific model.

CAFE mode! provides a transparent and realistic basis to estimate impacts
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CA il Broiley Acemeorrmmt “C meprtertt v A BAselmle flSmda T
'SA Final Rule Assessment “Superior” to EPA Madels/Data?
*  NHTSA writes repeatedly that the NHTSA models/tools/data are “superior” to the.past EPA models/tools/data

o Yet it is the NHTSA analysis which fluctuated wildly between proposal and final:
% Costs per vehicle dropped by ~ 50%

> Net benefits changed by $255 Billion — and from positive to negative

< NHTSA'sassessment for the NPRM was clearly wrong, and the major bases for the Administrator’s 0%/year proposal have largely
disappeared {mainly safety).

< OTAQ disagrees thet NHTSA's madels/tools/data are superior to EPA’s — ultimately now for the FRM (after significant corrections to the
NPRIV CAFE analysis) the NHTSA and EPA models lead to n.?mnﬂo:m_; similar conclusions

mvb_bmmmmm:._ma.ﬁm NHTSA Assessments
¥ 2017 Final Jan. 2018 SAFE NPRM ¥ SAFE FRM w
Determinaticn | OAR Briefing 4
S/vehicle cost increase  $875* $935* $2,260%* $1,275%*
[$800 - $1,115] [$903- $1,190], . 5
Net Benefits (3% DR)  § $98 Billion*** 42008 +558 )
M, Directionally

‘Notes l wmg_—m:.
# Costs to meet 2025 augural in 2025; **'Cost tomeet 2025 augural stds. in 2080; +** EPA assessmerits for MY2021-2025 vehicles, NHTSA Assessments for MY- 1677:2029 vetiicles Conclusions
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3 Recommenaations for E
Vi ms Review Pream a 2]

Comments on the

1. Correct the errors and factual inaccuracies
2. Remove the unnecessary denigration of EPA’s technical work

3. Revert to the NPRM language on why EPA chose to use NHTSA models —not
“superior,” but “reasonable and appropriate”

4. Asan alternative, we could provide comments that put decisions made about
the analysis in NHTSA's voice alone, making clear this is not EPA’s analysis
< Add text explaining that the EPA Administrator has. discretion to rely on whatever data/analysis he

believes is most appropriate, and he has chosen to _,m_< on the NHTSA analysis for decisions supporting

the final CO2 standards.

. i3
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e Timing: OTAQ would benefit from another ~week to incorporate our
high level comments into the OMB-review preambie, along the lines
recommended on previous slide

o [nteragency comments
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